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Past stodiss im this resesrch program (Zajomc, 1962; Zajoac amd Taylor, 1962)
findicate that cbopcruivc teams respond fc. individusl differences ia pﬁr!otn'nic(
snd to changes im respomsibility for the group outceme. Om the basis of these
'1!61:". it was conjectured that whea & member's respomsibility is inconmgruent
with his level of performance, the group will reorgsmise so as to decrease the
iscoagruity. In order to attsia a cemmon gosl, ‘nntuu.o besring more
rupoiubiuty must be held by the abler members. Givn,; e range of p‘tfcmuu
among membera, the discrepamcy betweea the perfomlcclo! an occupsat and that
nccoﬁtcd as apprepriste for his status should be & miaimum if the value of the
group’s outeome is to be maximized.

The immedietely preceding study in ti\il series confirmed this hypothesis.
(Burnstein, Zajomc, and Taylor, 1963). Groups were structuréd so that sembers at
various statusey differed im their responsibility for the group outcome. The |
apparent por'tomncc of an occupant wrs then made incoagrueat with tl-ut expected
for his status. Under such coanditions groupa’ readily shifted the eccupeat to
another status and the shift was always one which decreased the incongruity.

When the occupant’s performance rose above the level appropriate 'to his status,
he was moved to & more reaponsible position; when performance fell below am
uppro'prutg level, he was moved to s less responsible status.

In task oriented groups minimal criteria of performamce sre frequeatly
imposed oa the membership as a whole, irrespective of position. When some
number of members fail to achieve these criteris, group success ddcreases.
Declines of this type result from a general faflure in performance and are
relatively independent of whether members have been assigned to positions ee as
to minimize the discrepancy between apparent amd expected pcrtomu.:c.. Bven with
a p.rf@ct positive correlation betwsen apperent performance and status, grr;up
success may still decline 4f the absolute levels of performance of a certain

aumber of members are below the standard of minimal competence. Burastein,
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Zajonc, and Tqylor (1963) demonstrated that intermittent group success markedly
inhibits structural reorganization and, thus, delays the reduction of in-
congruities.

The influence of incon;ruities and group success on status change has
already been reported (Burnstein; Zajonc, and Taylor, 1963). The present report
represents @& preliminary examination of the changes in performance associated
with these status chancel.' Cooperative groups were structured hierarchically
according to the amount & member at a patticull;‘rlnk could contribute to the
group outcome. Goal attainment required that succ?ssful performance increase
as rank or status increased. At the same time a minimal performance criterion
was imposed which applied to the group as a whole and determined group success.
Incongruities between performance and status were produced experimentally at
different ranks. Observations were made of how task performance was affected
by (a) induced incongruities, (b) changes in group success, and (c) changes in

status.
Method

Subjects. The Ss were 240 male volunteers recruited at The University of
Michigan. Ali were paid $1.25 per hour for participating in the experiment.

Apparatus. The Group Reaction Time Apparatus which was used in the present
study is described in greater detail elsewhere (Zajonc, 1961). We shall
therefore 1imit the present description to its main operltioﬁll features.

The apparatus consists of seven individual panels and a console operated
by E for the purpose of controlling feedback and time intervals. Since in the

present study‘only four-man groups were used, three of the panels were removed.
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Figure 1
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Each panel contains two reaction keys, marked A and B, and seven stimulus
displays marked 1 through 7 and one marked G, The stimulus display located ia
the lower left part of the panel is the S's own display. The others marked by
other arabic numerals give feedback about the performance of other Ss. The
display marked G gives feedback about the tesm as & whole. Each stimulus display
consists of two stimulus lights, marked a and b, and a red failure light marked
F. Lights a and b are .stimulv;ls lightsl which are turned on by the E. They are
turned off by the S when he presses the appropriate key (A or B). In the preseat
experiment simple reaction times were observed. 1In all conditionl only one
stimulus (la), one response (A), and one failure signal (F-1) were utilized. No
other signals were operative. Instructions led each to believe that if he
pressed the appropriate key before the failure light went on, his stimulus 1light

would go off, and hia' failure light hp inhibiited. However, the appearande :bf the
. fliluré light was c;ontrolled by E according to a fixed schedule described below.

" 88 sat within 3-4 feet of each other and could easily observe each other's panels
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and the appearance of the failure lights,

Procedure. All observations were made on groups of four Ss. The experi~
ment involved the observation of individual and group reaction times (RI's).
Individual baseline data were obtained first. §Ss working as individuals were
instructed to press their reaction keys upon the onset of a stimulus light
on their panels. After a ready signal a stimulus light was turned on by E.
The intervals between the ready signal and the stimulus light were 3, &4, 5,
or 6 seconds distributed equally and randomly over trials. The stimulus
light was turned off by the S's response and his RT recorded by E. Following
forty training trials in 20-second intervals, and 2-minute intervals
following every fifth trial, Ss were asked to privately rank each other in
terms of RT speed. This served to orient them to individual differences in
performance. The Ss were then told that their task would be to work coopera-
tively as a group in playing a& simple game. The game was described as

follows:

"Pifty similar groups will be run in this study of team
performance. Each group will have the same opportunity to earn
a number of points, At the end of the study, the four members
of the group with most points will each receive $10.00. In
order to receive points at least two or more members must press
quickly enough to beat the red ‘failure' light. The latter will
appear on @ member’s panel when he does not press witkin a
fixed interval after the signal. (The red light remained on
for twelve seconds)*, On each trial, if two or more members
beat the failure light, the group 1is eligible to receive points
(criterion for group success). However, since each member will
be assigned a different number of points to contribute to the
group total, the amount of points the group receives will depend
on which members beat the failure light. (Thus, to obtain the
maximum number of points the group should place the most con-
sistently successful member in the position which contributes
the largest number of points, the second most successful in the

* Information in parentheses was not included in the instructions.



position contributing the second largest number of points, and

so on., Bach position, then, had a certain level of performance

required by the task). If a member does not be:. :ze failure

light, he can contribute nothing. If only one member 1is

successful, the group receives no points regardless of the

number he is assigned."

E then explained that after each block of five trials the members would
be permitted to vote on whether they wanted to change the way the points had
been assigned. ERach S was given a sheet on which he was to privately record
his vote. The sheet was divided into two sections each running the length
of the paper. One section contained fifteen "yes - no" pairs., If §
wanted to change the assignment of points he was to encircle "yes"; if no
change was desired, he encircled "no." The second section contained fifteen
rows of four numbers which correspond to the seat numbers affixed to the
table in front of each S's panel. After voting, S was to write under each
number the amount of points that should be assigned to that position. 1If
S voted "no" he assigned the same distribution of points that existed on
the preceding block. If he voted "yes," S was to indicate what redistri-
bution of points seemed appropriate. All voting sheets were to remain
folded with the votes and preferred point assignments hidden until the
end of each block. Ss would then vote and record their preferred point
assignments, refold the sheets and place them in the center of the table.

E would take the sheets and inform Ss whether or not there was a unanimous
"yes" vote. When such unanimity occurred Ss would be given a few minutes
fo discuss and agree on what changes to make. In front of each seating
position there would be a counter which indicated the number of points

the member could contribute. Upon reaching agreement Ss were to make

the change by shifting the appropriate counters among members. It was

made clear that in discussing how to change, Ss were in no way committed to



the point asgignments they had written on the voting sheets. However, once
unanimity was reached and discussion permitted, some change was required.
Within these limits Ss were free to make whatever change was agreed upon.
Although votes would be taken after each block of five trials, assurances were
given that there would be less than fifteen blocks as the voting sheets might
suggest. E explained that it was necessary that S8s not know how many blocks
were to be given.

Ky,

When E was assured that the votf‘é procedure was understood, Ss were told
that they would have one practice block to become accustomed to working against
the red lighto‘ After this block E distributed the counters which indicated the
number of points each 8 could contribute fo the group’s total. The counters
were labelled'"loo," “80," "40," and "20.” On the practice block (before points
were assigned) and on each of the three éucceeding blocks (after points were
assigned) L controlled the appearance of the red light in the following manner:
Ss with 100 points (rank 1 or R-1) were successful on 90% of the trials, Ss with
80 points (R-2), 70% of the trials, Ss with 40 (R=3) points, 50% of the trials,
and Ss with 20 points (R-4), 30% of the trials. The group success criterion
(at least two members must beat the red light) was met on every trial except
one over these four blocks. Within these constraints the distribution of
individual failures within each block was random. The first four blocks, thus,
served to reinforce the initial distribution of points. On block five and
thereafter the_ﬁmttern of individual and group success was manipulated to form
four experimental conditions:

Condition I. On block five $s in R-l rank were reduced to 40% success.

All other ranks were brought to 60% success. During block six R-1 was reduced
to 20% sucéess and held there for the remainder of the experiment, All other
ranks remained at the 60% level. Group success was continuous, occurring on

every trial.
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WW This was identical to Gondition I except that group success
vas 1nto;m1ttcnt, occurring on &Yy 40% of thdpfrtlto {n each block.

ggngxgjgn_;_l On block five, R-4 bcclucﬂsuccni'!ui on 60% of the trials
while Ss in all other ranks were successful 40%-of the t1-¢, R-4 moved to ‘8O%*".
success during block .six and continued at thie level for the rest of the experiment.
All othdt ranks remsined at the 40% level. .

Condition IV, This was identical to Condition III, except that group
success was intermittent, occuring on ynly 40T of the trials in any blocke.

Two contrel conditions were tunfjit elevent biocks in which no change
occurred in the relative success of members. Condition V snd Condition VI experi-
enced the same schedule of individual and group success as all other groups on
blocks one to four. Groups in Condition V remained on this schedule for the
next seven blocks. However, on block five, Ss in Condition VI were moved to 40%
group success for the ensuing seven blocks. On these blocks R-1 remained at 80%
success, R-2 at 60% success, R-3 at 40% and R-4 at 20%. Table ladeptct; the group
and individual success schedules in the different conditions.

It was importent to minimize the possibility Ss might lesrn that their
actual RT was unrelated to the appearance of the failure lighto To establiish @
set vhich would mask the pre-scheduled nature of success and fsilure the following
was done! 1) Pilot studies indicatad that individual differences in RT are
larger during the early part of the procedure. In fact, on'biseline trials in @
few groups one member’s hand and finger movement wis Vistbly:siower than the test,
Thus, the experimentsl induction was most likely to fail during early trials when
a visibly slow member succeeds. It was decided that initial rank or status (the
nuber of points assigned by E) would correspond to the member’'s rank on basslfoe
performance, the fastest man being given the highest status, the second fastest,
second highest status, and sc on. This meant that during the first four blocks

in which performance feedbat¢k reinforced the initial hierarchical structure,



Table 1
Schedule of success (x) and failure (0)- for individual ranks (R)
and for groups (és)

A. Blocks 1 = 4*: Reinforcement of Initial Structure

Trials

R 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

GS X X X X X X X X X Xx X X X X X x x x 0 x

*Common to all conditions. Repeated on blocks 5~11 in Condition V

B. Changes in reinforcement following fourth block.

Condition I: A decrease in success for R-1 with continuous
group success*¥

Trials

R 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

GS X X X X Xx X X X X X X X X.X X X X X X X

*k
Last three schedules were repeated until criterion was reached.
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=Table 1 continued-

Condition II: A decrease in success for R-1l with intemmittent
group success¥¥

Trials

R 1 2 3 4 5] 123 4 5112345 1({1234°5

2 x 0 x x 0 0 x x x 0 x 0 x 0 x x x 0 x 0
3 x x x 00 0 x x. % |00 x x x [x 0 x x0
o
4 x 0 x 0 x x x 0 x 0 0 x x 0 x x 0 0 x x

l

Condition IIl1: An increase in success for R-4 with continusus
group successk¥

Trials

R 12 3 45 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45

k} 0 0 x x O x x 0 0 0 0 x 0 x O x 0 0 x 0
4 x x 0 0 x x 0 x x x 0 x x x x Xx x 0 x x
GS x x x x 0 X X X X X X X X x x X x X x Xx

**Last three schedules were repeated until.ériterion was reached.
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~Table 1 continued=

Condition IV: An increase in success for R-4 with intemmittent
' group succegaiv

Trials

1 x 0 x 00 x 0 0 x O 0 x0 0 x 0 0 x x 0
2 | x00 x0 oo:é@o 0 x 00 x|0x0x0
3] x00x0|00xx0|xzx000 00 x x:0
4 x x 0 x O 0 x x x x 0 x x x x x 0 x i x

GS x 0 0 x O 0 0 x x O 0 x 0 0 x 0 0 x x O

Condition VI: Group success becomes intermittent while relative
differences among R’s remain the same.

. Trials

R 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4.5

1 x x x 0 x 0 = x x x x 0 x x x x x 0 x x
2 0 x 0 x x x 0 x 0 x x x 0 x O 0 x x x 0
3 0 x 0 0 x 0 0 x 0 x x 0 0 x O 0 x 0 x.0
4 0O x 0 00 0 0 x 00 x 0 0 00O 000 x 0

GS 0 x 0 0 «x 00 x 0 x x 00 x O 0 x 0 x0

**Last three schedules were repeated until criterion was reached.
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faster members would succeed more fragquantly thas slewer omee. 3y block five
it vas expected that i{mdividusl differances iz IT would be reduced te 2 peiat
vhere physical movement uv‘.no discemimble cue to relative speed. 2) The
instructions introduciag the tasks stressed that zhe XT intsrval would be very
short, that a pérson’s RT vu‘ varisbls evertime, and that when one sttempted te
attein minimum BT such varishbility wes mot subject te volustary ceatrel.

Ia Comditions I - H.tﬁ. folleviag criteria wers used ts» terwminats the
procedure: (1) Mo unamimous "yes" vetm occurred withim seves blecks after the
experinentsl meatpulstica began, 1. 7Ny block 11. (2) Ne second usenimous |
“yes" wotmeccurred vithia three bhdu after the first change wes agreed en.
(3) No third umanimous "yes" vetegoccurred within eme bleck after the secand
chu.su vas agreed on. Greups in Conditions V and VI, vhers mo change wes
expected, were rum for elevem blocks. Votes were tskan at the and of each
block after poiats were sseignad te members. Upen tormimstion of the cup'orib
mental procedure all Js filled out s questionnairs and a persosslity inveatory.

They were then givem complete informstion sbout the experimest.

Resuits

1. Pepformance in Diffeyent Statuses. After block four, sshedules ef success

for individual members were systemstically changed to {mduca appropriste shifte
in status. The extent te which this manipulation preduced incremenmts or
decrements in the percent of success at different statusss is shown ia Teble 2.
RT for Ss in different statuses is examined frem the bleck ea which status
distinctions were imtroeduced (block 2) to s peint preceding frequent shifts ia
lﬁtu. (block 6). Only feur eof the 60 greupes made & change ia status befers the
sixthidlock - two in Conditien I and emé eseh’in ‘Conditioms U121 and V. .On the
t-ulnt‘oly succeeding bleck 19 groups veted unsmimously to change. The RT

curves for the tve extrems statuses (R-1 and R-4) under continuous success are
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Table 2
Mean percent success at different statuses during

reinforcement of the initial structure (block
1-4) and during induction to change (block 5+)

papos o poae

Conditions I and Il

At mel o oM Rt o

Status Blocks Dif#f,
1-4 5+
. s s A7 e 5 o 2 7 S P e
1 90% 20% EWAE'S
2 70% oU% =itz
3 50% 60% +iow
y 30% 60% + 3%

e — SR s T T TS - 1 e

Conditions III and 1V

1 90% 40% =50%
2 70% 40% ~-30%
3 50% 40% ~-10%
4 30% 80% +50%

PR T I o

presented in Figure 2; the curves for the two intermediate status (R-z and R-3)
in Figure 3. The mean RT for each condition over blocks is shown ir Fipure u,
The analysis of variance of these curves is summarized in Table 3. The large
differences as a function of rank are not surprising since Ss were assigned

to a status which correspond to their baseline performance. Changes ir RT

over blocks, of course, reflect practice effects. The DC X B interaction
indicates that during the first few blocks Ss in Condition I improved at a

faster rate than Ss in the other two conditions. The gap between bliocks 2 and
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Table 3

Summary of the analysis of variance of RT under continuous group success

Source daf MS F
Direction of Change (DC) 2 365.170 .-
Rank (R) 3 3821.501 8. 610 %%k
DC XR 6 1.5.772 .-
Error (b) 108 443,859
Blocksof Trials (B) 4 777.385 68. 789%*k¥k
DC X B [z 37,19 3,91 2%
RXB 12 36.194 3,91 2¥%%kx
DCXRXB 24 26.478 2.343%kk
Error (w) 432 11.301
Total . 599

¥eikp £, 005

¥kikp . 001

3 is significant at the .0l level in the former condition while the comparable
gaps in the other conditions do not approach an acceptable level. In addition,
the gap between the last block on which a member's status is congruent with
performance (block 4) and the block preceding frequent shifts in status (block 6)
is significant at the .05 level in III, but not in any other condition. The R X B
interaction reflects the significantly faster rate of improvement in RT for Ss
placed in low statuses. Of considerable interest is the tendency for RT to
improve when individual success declines and to slow when individual success
improves. This is evident in the significant DC X R X B interaction. The

decreases in RT between blocks 4 and 6are highly reliable for R-1 in I and for
i
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R-1 in III (p<.01, gap test), while the RT for R-4 in III incresses significantly
(p<.02, gap test). The comparable gap tests for R-2 indicate a significant
decrease in RT in I (p<.01); a similar decrease for R-2 in IIXI spproaches an
acceptable level of significance (p<.10). None of the other gaps between

blocks 4 and 6 reflectsa reliable difference. However, in all cases R-1, R-2

and R-3 in I and III evidence a greater decrease in RT than their respective
controls in V; at the same time R-4 in I and IIX shows less improvement in

RT than their control.

A similar analysis is made of performance from blocks 2 to 6 under
intermittent group success. The curves are presented in Figures 5 to 7 and the
analysis of variance is gummarized in Table 4. Although no marked differences
in rates of improvement as & function of rank appears in the early blocks (bnly
the gap between blocks 2 and 3 for R-4 in II was significant at the .05 level),
the changes in RT beyond block 4 are remarkably similar to those which:)occurred
under continuous group success. R-1 and R-3 in II and in IV decrease in RT to
a greater extent than their respective controls, while R-4 increases in RT
more than its controd. There, however, appears to be little difference in the
rate of improvement between R-2 in II and IV and R-2 in VI. Gap tests indicate
that the difference between blocks 4 and 6 for R-1 in II, and for R-1 in IV are
significant at less than the .10 and .05 levels, respectively, while the
comparable gap for R-1 in VI is insignificant and, in fact, opposite in directionm,
The declines in performance between blocks 4 and 6 in R-4 asre both significant
at less than the .10 level. The control gap is opposite in directiom, but not
relisbly so. Similar gaps for R-3 do not approach significance in any of the
three conditions. The gaps between blocks 4 and 6 for R-2, both in the two
experimental and in the control condition, are quite significant (p<.0l in IIX

and VI; p<.05 in 1IV).
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Table 4
Summary of the analysis of variance of RT under intermittent group success.

From the Block in which status distinctions wete introduced to the
block preceding frequent status changes.

Source df MS F
Direction of Change (DC) 2 ‘ 85.902 .-
Rank (R) . 3 3082.495 6,967 Wik
DC X R 6 171.021 S
irror (b) 108 442.420

Blocks of Trials (B) 4 361.293 14 .565%wirk
DCXB 8 7.812 -
RXB 12 62.553 2,523%%k
DCXRXB 2 23.182 -
Error (w) 432 24.806

Total 599

*ix p<.005

wiedek p<,001

2, Changes in Status and Changes in Performance. When the 20 members in R-1

in conditions I and Il were reduced in status, seven were placed directly in
R-4, six in R-3 and seven in R-2. This provided three degrees of change with

a similar number of Ss falling at each level, Figure 8 illustrates the mean
RT of these Ss on the two blocks immediately preceding and on the two blocks
immediately following the first change. The analysis of variance of these
curves is summarized in Table 5. (Clearly, a performance decrement occurs which
varies directly with the extent to which status is reduced. A small reduction
does not disrupt the general improvement in RT over blocks; an intermediate
reduction wipes out this practice effect; a large reduction in status produces
a decided decrement in performance. The gap between the immediately pre- and

post-change blocks is significant at the .0l level for the R-1 to R-4 change.

B
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R-1 to R-4

R-1to R-3
R-1to R-2
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Table 5

Summary of the analysis of variance of RT over two pre- and post-change
blocks when the member 'in R-1 is moved to R~2, R-3 or R-4.

Source df MS r
Amount of Change (AC) 2 468.561 9,297 %k
Error (b) 77 50.400

Blocks of Triais (B) 3 20.623 4, 332%*>
ACXB 6 41.950 8, 81 3%k
Error (w) 231 : 4.761

Total 319

** p<,01

dkik p<, 001

The subsequent improvement in RT produced a reliable difference between the first
and second post-change block (p<.05 gap test) when status reductionwas maximal.
The tendency for RT to decline in the face of only small teductionq in status 1is
evidenced by the near-significant gaps between the first iﬁd second pre-change
blocks (p<.10). None of the small differences over blocks was reliable among

the R-1 to R-3 Ss.

In anslysing the effect of status change on Ss originally in R-4, it was
decided to include all changesin Conditions I and II, as well as those in Con-
ditions III andIV. This was done because in Conditions III and IV a large majority
of first changes in R-4 were optimum changes, i.e., S8 in R-4 were moved directly
to R-1; in only three cases were Ss in R-4 first moved to R-2 and in only three
cases, to R-3. Including all four conditions provided fourteen cases
in which S8 in R-4 were changed to R-1, five of R-4 to R-2, and nine cases
of R-4 to R-3. Mean RT oﬁ the two pre- and post-change blocks are presented

in Figure 9. An analysis of variance, summarized in Table 6, indicates
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FIGURE 9.
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that the difference among conditions disappears on the block immediately following

a change to reappear on the second post-change block. Gap tests reveal that

Table 6

Summary of the analysis of variance of RT over two pre- and
twa postechdngé :blocks:vhen the member :in:R-4 is
moved to R-3, R-2 or R-1,

Source df MS r
Amount of Change (AC) 2 22.063

Error (b) 109 87.360

Blocks of Trials (B) 3 86.508 14, 786%4nk
ACXB 6 32.441 5,54 5%k
Error (w) 327 5.850

Total 447

wekkpe 001

decreases in RT just after change tend to be reliable ones independent of the
extent of change. The differences in RT for the R-4 to R-1, R-4 to R=2, - - .
anhd R-4 tc R-3 changes are significant at the .05, .10, and .01 levels,
respectively. The form of the relationship between status change and RT 4s not
altered if only Ss in III and IV are used. But the small number of Ss produces
unreliable differences.

3. Group Performance. The index of group performance in the following analysis
is the RT of the second fastest group member. Essentially the same results are
obtainéd if group performlnc; is measured in terms of the mean RT of all four
group members. The curves presented in Figure 10 indicate a sharp decrease

in RT from baseline levels not only when Ss begin to receive feedback regarding

their own and other membersf performance but also when status distinctions are
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initially established. After this there is gridual wnu continuous decline in
RT over blocks. An analysis of variance of these curves indicates no marked
difference in group performance among experimental conditions or between
experimental and controls. This analysis is summarized in Table 7. Gap tests
reveal significant improvement in performance at the .05 or .10 level (a)
between baseline performance and the first feedback block (block one), and (b)
between the first feedback block and the establishment of status distinctions

(block two) in all six conditions. No other gap between blocks is significant,

Table 7

Summary of the analysis of variance of group RT

Source df MS F
Direction of Change (DC) 2 181,932 -
Group Success (GS) 1 217.874 -
DC X GS 2 73.281 m—e
Error (b) 54 230.390

Blocks of Trials (B) 8 1869.578 98,64 3%kkk
DCXB 16 17.151 .-
GS X B 8 24,196 1.411
DCXGSXB 16 6.585 -
Error (w) 432 17.152

Total 539

*hkkP<, 001
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although the decline in RT between block 4 (the last continuous group
success block) and block 5 (the first intermittent group success block) in
Condition II approaches an acceptable level (P<.15). ...ing blocks 6 and 7
the average RT under intermittent success was in all conditions less than
that under contimeous success. However, the GS X B interaction is not
highly reliable (P<.20). After block 8 the number of groups remaining
declines appreciably and analysis is no longer feasible.

The groups in both controlrconditions performed for a fixed number
of trials (11 blocks) which was longer than that given all but one experi-
mental group (one group in IV which did not change was run for 11 blocks).
For this reason a separate analysis is made of performance in V and VI.
Individusl and group performance for the controls over all 10 blocks in
which status distinctions existed are presented in Pigures 11 to 15. The
analysis of variance of these data is summarized in Table 8. The signifi~
cant second order interaction suggests that intermittent group success has
markedly different effects on occupants of different statuses. R-1 in VI,
in contrast to R-1 in V, decreases in RT during later blocks. R-2 in VI
decreases in RT relatively early and then returns to its former

level. No difference in RT obtains st R-3 as & function of group

success. Finally, the difference between conditions reverses at the lowest
rank. R-4 in V displays a large decline in RT while R-4 in VI remains at

about the same level of performanc: throughout.
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Table 8

Summary of the analysis of variance of RT iunder
continuous. and intermittent group success
when status changes are inappropridte-
(Conditions V and VI).

Source df ‘ MS )

Rank (R) 3 4738.672 4,034k ikx
Group success (GS) 1 612.500 ---
GS XR 3 386.510 ---
Error (b) 72 1174.661
Blocks of Trials (B) 9 245.952 6.703%kwk
RXB 27 18.621 -——-
GS X B 9 49.742 1.356
GSXPXB 27 64.188 1.749%*
Error (w) 648 36.695
Total 799

** p<.01

wickk p<, 001
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Discussion

Group performance seems to be enhanced by the introduction of status
distinctions. There is & marked decline in RT at the po.nt of introduction.
However, since this occurs during the second block, it may well reflect practice
' effects which typically are strongest during early trials. This can easily be
determined in later experiments where status distinctions are not introduced
until a stable baseline is attained.

There is some suggestion that group performance improves temporarily when
group success declines. However, this finding in respect to group RT is weak and
no great confidence should be placed in it, The weakness is explained when the
differential effects of group success as a function of status are noted. Thuse
are dramatic but permit no easy explanation. It would seem that when no appro-
priate change is necessary and group success becomes intermittent, decreases in
RT are directly related to status, R-] and R-2 in VI display improved performance,
the former late, the latter early, compared to R-1 and R-2 under continuous group
success. On the other hand R-3 and R-4 in VI evidence little or no decline in RT
compared to their own controls in V. In fact, R-4 in VI has a decidedly slower
RT than R-4 in V on later blocks. Thus, it seems that when group success becomes
intermittent, the extent to which members make an effort to restere por-
formance is directly related to their status in the group, i.e., to their
responsibility for the group outcome.

When an {ncongruity exist- at a specific status, the change in performance
which occurs will depend on the direction and extent of the incongruity. If
apparent performance falls below that appropriate to the status, the occupant's
real performance will improve; when apparent performance climbs above what is
sppropriate to the status, real performance will decline. It is assumed that the
level accepted as appropriate by the group at a given point in time depends on
the level accepted in the past--the level which elicited no preference for

displacing the occupant--and on the current levels at other positions. Thus,
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when frequency of success declines for R-1, below that of past experience and
below that of the adjacent rank, the occupant’s RT decreases; in R-4 when the fre-
quency of success increases above that of past exper.cuce and above that of
adjacent ranks, the occupant’s RT increases. A similar but less pronocunced
pattern is found in R-2 and R-3.

The increased or decreased effort in response to an incongruity between
apparent and required performance is modified when the group decides to move
the most incongruent member to & status the performance requirements of which
are more in keeping with his current success. At the point a R-1 occupant is
reduced in status, his performance declines, the decline being proportional to
the reduction. Conversely, when a R-4 occupant is elevated, his RT decreases.
However, the decrease does not seem to vary with the extent of status increase.

It should be noted that in nearly sll cases the increments and decrements in per-
formance as a result of status changes appear temporary. The former R-1 occupant,
now in R-4, again seems to decrease in RT while the former R-4 occupant, now in
R-1, again seems to increase in RT.

The experimental design forces one to interpret some of the major findings
with caution. Assigmment to statuses was not made randomly, but according to
baseline performance. There was a perfect positive rank order correlation between
baseline RT and status. Thus, performance changes as a reaction to an incongruity
cannot be interpreted unequivocally. RT differences may reflect differences in
certain personality variables or Aifferences in task interest. Changes in RT,
therefore, may be in large part due to these factors and not to the type and
extent of the incongruity or status change. At present, experiments in which
negative rank order correlations obtain between baseline RT and status are being
carried out. These data, plus the analysis of the perscnality inventory will

permit & more definitive interpretation.
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Summary

Reaction time performance was examined in a group setting (1) when status
distinctions were introduced, (2) when an cccupant’s apparent performance was
discrepant from that accepted by members as sppropriate for his status, and (3)
when the group éhanged a member's status becsuse of a persisting dilqrepnncy.
Cooperative four-man groups performed a Eé;ction time task., Members were to
react quickly enough to prevent s failure signal from appearing. The latter was
controlled by E, appearing according to a fixed schedule. The extent of success
depended on the status of the successful members, high status members being able
to contribute more points to the total than low status members. Status distinmc-
tions were introduced following practice. After each experimentsal block members
privately voted on desired status changes. On the first four experimentsl blocks,
individval success was scheduled to produce an optimum fit between an occupant's

performance and that deemed appropristée to his.itatus. : After .block:fouf:.

jdiacrepanciea were induced between apparent and appropriate performance.

(1) Introduction of status distinctions produced a general decrease in RT,

{2) Later performance changes depended on the direction and extent of the
discrepancy between appropriate and apparent success. RT decreased when lucc,il
became less frequent than that appropriate for the status. RT increased when
success became more frequent than appropriate. (3) When & persistent discrepancy

led the group to change a member’s status, performance changes followed: an

‘increase in status reduced RT; a reduction in status increased RT.
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